packaged pus, precise accounting 10 aeueci any diversion wm ucuunic erably more difficult. This will be a particular problem at the fuel fabrication facility, where the accounting system will need to have the capability for timely detection of diversion or theft of even a very small percentage of the facility's throughput. The IAEA and the EURATOM (European Community's Safeguarding Agency) have been working for years (with assistance from the U.S. Los Alamos National Laboratory) to develop new techniques for safeguarding such large plutonium bulk-handling facilities because similar large facilities for civilian plutonium processing are scheduled to open soon in Europe and Japan. Nevertheless, some of these techniques are still in development, and it is doubtful that material accounting alone will be able to guarantee that diversion of enough plutonium to make a bomb could be detected within days. It will probably not be possible to achieve the stored weapons standard of accounting when dealing with complex, multistage processing of plutonium in bulk form. Therefore, in addition to stringent material accounting, there should be extensive containment, surveillance, and security measures to ensure that no plutonium leaves the site without authorization.
Indirect Impact on Civilian Fuel Cycle Risks. As noted above, policymakers considering plutonium disposition options should be aware that the use of U.S. weapons plutonium in U.S. LWRs could be seen as a significant change in U.S. policy, which has been not to pursue a plutonium fuel cycle. Such a shift could have an impact involving decisions on civil plutonium policies in Europe, Japan, and elsewhere.
Cost. As noted earlier (see "The Value of Plutonium," Chapter 1, p. 24), the cost of this approach depends on a large number of assumptions concerning figures that are uncertain—and also on how one conceptualizes the calculation. The required subsidy for using MOX fabricated from weapons plutonium rather than LEU in existing LWRs is likely to range from several hundred million to a billion dollars. If reactors had to be built, completed, or modified, or if the differences between LEU and MOX spent fuel involved higher disposal costs for MOX, those expenses would have to be added to this figure.16
Environment, Safety, and Health. With appropriate modifications, it should be possible to operate U.S. LWRs with full-MOX cores while meeting the same safety standards that pertain to LEU fuel. The plutonium processing necessary for this option (pit conversion and fuel fabrication) would inevitably result in wastes, risks of accident, and worker hazards. Careful design and the application of sufficient resources, however, should enable these facilities to comply with current regulatory standards. MOX operations have been demon-
For a more detailed cost analysis of this option and other reactor-related options, see Management and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium: Report of the Panel on Reactor-heir length should be minimized to the extent possible, to limit the risks of theft.s, would simply amount to deficit financing by other means. This point is equally applicable to other approaches involving private financing of initial capital costs in return for government promises of later subsidies.
